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LETTER A: MICHAEL S. TERWILLIGER, TRUCKEE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF NEVADA COUNTY, JUNE 18, 2002 

Response A-1: Comment was noted and the following edit is made to Page 4.11-1 – 4.11.1.1 
Existing Conditions, first paragraph: 

“The TFPD provides residential fire protection and emergency services to the 
Plan area from their closest fire station, which is located in the Town of Truckee. 
Station 96 located at 10277 Truckee Tahoe Airport Road.  It is located outside the 
Town limits in Nevada.“ 

Response A-2: Comment was noted and the following edit is made to Page 4.11-1 – 4.11.1.1 
Truckee Fire Protection District, second paragraph: 

“The Plan area is primarily a “dual jurisdiction” with Truckee Fire Protection 
District Fire Department as the primary fire department and CDF providing 
wildland fire services and structural fire support.” 

Response A-3: Comment was noted and the following edit is made to the fourth paragraph on 
Page 4.11-1 under 4.11.1.1 Truckee Fire Protection District: 

“The District has 28 25 full-time staff and 15 part-time staff and , of which two 
seven are volunteers staff for a total of 45 members in the organization.” 

Response A-4: Comment was noted and the following edit is made to the third paragraph on 
Page 4.11-2, under California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection: 

“The Martis Valley Fire Station currently contains both the CDF station, “Station 
50” and the Truckee Fire Protection District Fire Department station, “Station 96.” 
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LETTER B:  JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response B-1 As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project 
evaluated consists of the adoption of a new community plan for the Plan area, 
which would regulate development in the Plan area rather than propose it.  A 
detailed visual impact analysis is provided in Section 4.12 (Visual Resources) of 
the Draft EIR, which identifies proposed Community Plan visual resource and 
design guideline policies intended to maintain the existing visual characteristics 
of the Plan area. 

Response B-2 As noted in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, proposed 
Martis Valley Community Plan policies and implementation programs would 
ensure that subsequent development projects in the Plan area adequately 
mitigate their potential increases to drainage flows under project and 
cumulative conditions (Draft EIR pages 4.7-62 through –73).   

Response B-3 Water quality impacts of subsequent development in the Plan area is 
specifically addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through –73.  The commentor is 
also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response B-4 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2. 

Response B-5 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2.    

Response B-6 As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project 
evaluated consists of the adoption of a new community plan for the Plan area, 
which would regulate development in the Plan area rather than propose it.  
Project-specific drainage studies as well as proposed mitigation to avoid 
significant flooding and drainage impacts will be made available as part of 
project consideration by the County. 

Response B-7 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-6. 

Response B-8 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2 and B-6. 
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LETTER C: PAUL ROUSER, NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

Response C-1 Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3. 

Response C-2 Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-4.   

Response C-3 The commentor’s concerns regarding the proposed land use designation 
associated with Section 31 under the Proposed Land Use Diagram and its use as 
open space and trail usage is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  This is a policy 
issue associated with the proposed Martis Valley Community and not a specific 
comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR currently 
evaluates it as Low Density Residential.  Conversion of this proposed land use 
designation to Open Space would not result in any new significant impacts on 
the environment that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

Response C-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis) and Response to Comment C-3. 
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LETTER D: PAUL ROUSER, NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

Response D-1 Responses to these comments are provided in Response to Comments D-3 
through –31.   

Response D-2 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3 and Master Response 
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).   

Response D-3 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis) 

Response D-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-5 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-7 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-8 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-9 The commentor’s statement regarding prohibiting development east of SR 267 
associated with the Sierra Pacific Industries property is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is 
required. 

Response D-10 The commentor’s statement regarding development east of SR 267 associated 
with the Sierra Pacific Industries property is noted and will be forwarded to the 
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  Fire protection service and wildland fire impacts associated 
with subsequent development under the proposed Martis Valley Community 
Plan are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.11-7 through –17. 

Response D-11 Traffic impacts to SR 267 and the need for widening is addressed on Draft EIR 
pages 4.4-39 through –61.  The commentor is also referred to Master Response 
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis). 

Response D-12 Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a specifically requires the establishment of a 
capital improvement program for required traffic improvements identified in 
Tables 4.4-20 through 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR to maintain acceptable levels of 
service defined by the Town of Truckee, Placer County and the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through –56). The 
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commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-13 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12. 

Response D-14 The commentor’s suggestion is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer 
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12. 

Response D-15 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12. 

Response D-16 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 

Response D-17 Draft EIR pages 4.11-13 specifically identifies proposed Martis Valley 
Community Plan policies 6.H.9, 6.H.13, 6.H.14, 6.H.17 and 6.H.21 that require 
County coordination with the Northstar Community Services District (NCSD) Fire 
Department regarding the adequacy of fire protection and safety for 
development projects as well as requiring that new development meet NCSD 
standards for fire protection. 

Response D-18: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.11-2 (under Northstar Community Services District/Northstar Fire 
Department (CSD)), the following text changes are made: 

“NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT/NORTHSTAR FIRE DEPARTMENT (CSD) 
NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT FIRE (NCSD FIRE) 

This Northstar Community Services District (CSD) covers six square miles and has a 
seasonal service population ranging from 500 to 18,000.  The Northstar Fire Department, 
which is part of CSD, has one fire station.  This station is located north of the intersection 
of Northstar Drive and Big Springs Drive within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort area and is 
staffed by eight full-time and 20 part-time personnel.  At least 90 percent of the staff is 
qualified as Emergency Medical Technician I (EMT I).  This department operates three 
pumper trucks and one ladder truck.  Response times are typically within four minutes 
because of its location within Northstar-at-Tahoe.  Funding for CSD comes entirely from 
property tax revenue (Bartolini, 2001). 

The Northstar Community Services District covers approximately six 
square miles.  It includes approximately 1500 residences, a commercial 
Village, and the Northstar at Tahoe Resort, the ski mountain and 
associated summer and winter facilities.  Its population varies from 
approximately 500 to 12,000.  NCSD Fire has one fire station located on 
Northstar Drive.  It provides fire safety and paramedic services to the 
community.  The paramedic program in place with medical response to 
all residences, commercial facilities, the Ski Mountain and trails.  
Ambulance service is provided through agreements with TFPD.  NCSD Fire 
is staffed by nine full time and four seasonal employees.  Of the 13, five 
are paramedics, and the balance are certified Emergency Medical 
Technicians (EMTs).  The Department operates one platform truck, and 
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one wildlands truck and two structural trucks, in addition to smaller 
equipment.  It currently has an average response time of four minutes 
and an ISO rating of 3 (Rouser, 2003).” 

Response D-19: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.11-8 (fifth paragraph), the following text changes are made:  

“CDF and Northstar Community Services District (CSD) provide only 
limited fire protection services within the Plan area.  CDF and CSD may 
experience impacts as a result of development under this scenario; 
however, it is likely that TFPD would compensate for these potential 
impacts and deficits as part of their mutual aid agreement. Truckee Fire 
Protection District has fire protection requirements and standards for new 
development projects, including fire hydrants, fire flow, access and 
roadway length, which would mitigate the increased demand for fire 
protection services.  NCSD Fire will require modifications to its fire station 
to handle personnel and equipment increases for the new Village, and 
will require a new facility also be constructed and equipped when the 
Highlands area is built.  Funds for these capital improvements will come 
from developer obligations, and from mitigation fees.  All new 
construction within the NCSD area will be under existing fire protection 
zone ordinances which require parcel and open spaces be cleared of 
excess vegetation, and buildings sprinkled and alarmed.  Funding for 
NCSD Fire is from property taxes (Rouser, 2003).  Some of the money 
received from these sources is used to pay for future facilities and 
equipment as needed.” 

Response D-20 The numbering noted on page 4.11-18 is consistent with the text of the Martis 
Valley Community Plan.  No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended. 

Response D-21: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response D-22: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response D-23: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response D-24 The commentor appears to be confused regarding the format of the Draft EIR.  
No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended. 

Response D-25: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response D-26: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response D-27: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 
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§ Page 4.11-42 (second paragraph under “Northstar Community Services 
District”), the following text changes are made: 

CSD has five storage and distribution reservoirs for potable and raw 
water. Potable water is stored and distributed by two 1-million gallon 
storage tanks named Reservoir “C” which are located in the Ski Trails 
Condominium area at an approximate elevation of 6,500 feet and two 
280-million gallon storage tanks named Reservoir “D” located above the 
Big Springs development at an approximate elevation of 6,700 feet.  An 
earth fill impoundment named Reservoir “A” stores approximately 180 
acre feet of raw water collected from Sawmill Flat springs and is used 
primarily for snow making, fire suppression systems in the upper areas and 
as emergency water supplies for the treatment facility (Rouser, 2003).  

CSD has 2 280,000-gallon storage tanks in Reservoir C, which are located in the Ski Trails 
Condominium area at an approximate elevation of 6,500 feet.  Additionally, there are 
two 1-million gallon storage tanks in Reservoir D, which is located above the Big Springs 
development at approximate elevation of 6,700 feet. CSD also has one 180-acre 
storage reservoir that they use for fire fighting, snow making, and emergency water 
supplies (MacKenzie, 2001).   

§ Page 4.11-42 (fourth paragraph under “Northstar Community Services 
District”), the following text changes are made: 

Pressure reducing stations provide five pressure zones in the range of 60 
to 120 psi throughout the community.  All potable water within the 
Northstar area is treated through the existing 1.7 mgd treatment plant. 

Response D-28: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.11-43 (first paragraph), the following text changes are made: 

Future plans include upgrades to the existing water treatment plant, 
locating and developing a third well system at the north edge of the 
development along State Route 267, and a new storage tank to 
remediated the water pressure problems for Unit 7 (Overlook Place).  The 
storage tank is planned for construction in summer 2002. boundaries and 
integrating a fourth well system mid-mountain named Comstock.  
Proposals for Reservoirs “E” to provide water to the proposed Employee 
Housing and Reservoir “F” to provide additional supplies and pressure for 
Unit 7 are in the planning stages.  The eExact locations of the storage 
tanks have has not yet been determined (Rouser, 2003). ((MacKenzie, 
2001). 

Response D-29: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.11-38 (first paragraph under “Existing Conditions”), the following 
text changes are made: 
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“Water service in the Plan area is provided by three agencies: the Placer 
County Water Agency (PCWA), the Truckee-Donner Public Utility District 
(TDPUD), and the Northstar Community Services District (CSD).  However, 
new development in the Plan area would be served by PCWA.  Both 
PCWA and TDPUD extract groundwater for their source of potable water 
and do not currently rely on surface water sources.” 

Response D-30: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.11-42 (under Future Infrastructure), the following text changes are 
made: 

“New development within the resort community of Northstar-at-Tahoe will 
be served by the existing and planned water supplies, wells and pumps.” 

Response D-31: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.11-43 (Table 4.11-3), the following text changes are made:  

TABLE 4.11-3 
NORTHSTAR HISTORICAL WATER USE (1988 – 20001990) 

 Average Use Maximum Use 

Domestic and Commercial 199249 AF 232280 AF (2000) 

Golf Course 219 AF 245 AF (1988) 

Snowmaking 72129 AF 122153 AF (1999) 

TOTAL 490597 AF  

Source: Northstar CSD (Lockridge, 20012) 

Response D-32 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3. 

Response D-33: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 
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LETTER E:  JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response E-1 Level of service along the roadways along SR 267 in the Town of Truckee are 
based upon a peak-hour peak-direction threshold developed by Prism 
Engineering for the Nevada County Transportation Commission, as stated on 
Page 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR.  However, the LOS along roadway links was 
estimated using the ADT thresholds provided in the Placer County General Plan 
Background report. For comparison, the level of service along the critical 
roadways in Placer County was conducted using the Highway Capacity Manual 
methodologies, per the direction of Jim Brake (Caltrans, District 3).  A 
comparison of the results using the two methodologies is provided in Table 3.0-4.   

As Table 3.0-4 indicates, the Placer County thresholds result in LOS that is more 
conservative than the Nevada County thresholds but less conservative than the 
Highway Capacity Manual methodologies.  However, the County believe that 
the HCM "rural two-lane highway" is not an appropriate means of measuring LOS 
in a resort area like the Truckee – Tahoe region.  This methodology is based on 
the percent of travel time that drivers follow another vehicle.  However, in a 
resort area such as this, few drivers actually expect to be traveling for any length 
of time in the peak summer or peak winter without following another car.  The 
observed volumes on regional roadways therefore substantially exceed the 
capacities identified under this methodology.   

The Nevada County LOS Criteria Study (Prism Engineering, December 7, 2000) 
concluded that under certain circumstance the HCM methodologies for two-
lane highways is not applicable.  This conclusion was drawn by comparing the 
HCM-calculated LOS to the observed LOS along 16 locations in Nevada County.  
In some cases the observed capacity was a LOS A/B, while the calculated LOS 
was LOS E.  As the Placer County thresholds result in more conservative results 
than the Nevada County thresholds, it can be concluded that the Placer 
County thresholds are acceptable.   

TABLE 3.0-4 
COMPARISON OF ROADWAY LOS METHODOLOGIES ASSUMING A TWO-LANE SR 267 

Roadway Segment 

Two-
Way 

Peak-
Hour 

Traffic 
Volume 

Peak-
Hour 

Peak-
Directio
n Traffic 
Volume 

ADT 
LOS per 
Placer 
County 

Thresholds 

LOS per 
Adjusted 
Nevada 
County 

Thresholds 

LOS per HCM 
Methodologies 

SR 267 - I-80 to Brockway Road 2,709 1,481 27,360 F B D 

SR 267 - Brockway Road to Schaffer Mill Road 4,534 2,468 37,180 F F F 
SR 267 - Schaffer Mill Road to Waddle Ranch 
Access 3,349 1,677 27,460 F C F 

SR 267 - Waddle Ranch Access to Northstar Drive 3,029 1,569 24,838 E B F 

SR 267 - Northstar Drive to Brockway Road 2,251 1,194 15,310 E Note 1 F 

Note 1:  Nevada County thresholds not applicable to this segment due to steep grades. 
Note 2:  Bold indicates methodology used in EIR for specific segment. 
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Response E-2 As the Soaring Way extension is not currently planned or funded, it was not 
assumed in the 2021 analysis.  However, the Proposed Land Use Diagram traffic 
analysis was adjusted to assume that the Soaring Way extension is in place (see 
Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).  If it is built, under the 
“No Schaffer Mill Road Connections” alternative, an addition northbound 
through lane and westbound left/through shared lane would be required at the 
SR 267 / Brockway Road / Soaring Way intersection in order to maintain an LOS 
D.  In addition, the SR 267 / Airport Road intersection would require one less 
southbound through lane on SR 267 to maintain an adequate LOS.   

Response E-3 At the onset of the traffic analysis, the plans for the SR 267 indicated that left-
turns would be prohibited at this intersection.  However, the reanalysis of the 
Proposed Land Use Diagram does assume left-turns are permitted at this 
location (see Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).  The 
analysis also indicates that a traffic signal would be needed to mitigate LOS, 
based upon the model-assigned traffic.  However, it is more likely that less traffic 
would exit I-80 to SR 89 north via this exit in the future in the absence of a signal 
than the model assigned.  In other words, if the delays at this intersection are 
greater than the delays at the signalized SR 267/I-80 eastbound intersection, 
traffic would shift and exit I-80 at the SR 267 / I-80 eastbound intersection, 
thereby providing better LOS conditions at this intersection than indicated in the 
analysis. 

Response E-4 Comment noted.  If the loop ramp is constructed, dual left-turn lanes would not 
be required at the SR 267 / I-80 westbound ramp intersection. 

Response E-5 Comment noted.  Dual right-turn lanes would mitigate the LOS problems at 
these locations.  However, this design alternative would widen the intersection.    

Response E-6 The LOS at the SR 267/Northstar Drive intersection was re-calculated under the 
Proposed Land Use Diagram with “No Schaffer Mill Road Connections” with two 
through lanes in each direction along SR 267.  The LOS at this intersection 
improved to a LOS C during the winter (the critical time period) under this 
configuration.  It was determined that the northbound left-turn and right-turn 
lanes would need to be approximately 300 feet long and the southbound left-
turn and right-turn lanes would need to be approximately 400 feet long in order 
to provide proper storage such that a right or left-turning vehicles are not 
blocked from entering a turn lane due to through queues.   

Response E-7 Comment noted.  However, the reanalysis of the Proposed Land Use Diagram 
analysis indicates that a free right-turn lane would no longer be required at the 
SR 267/SR 28 intersection (see Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis). 
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LETTER F:  MARK TOMICH, NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Response F-1 Comment noted.  Section 3.0 (Project Description) and Sections 4.0 through 4.12 
of the Draft EIR including several detailed graphics illustrating existing conditions 
in the Plan area as well as anticipated impacts within and outside the Plan area.  
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding the 
consideration of the entire Martis Valley area.   

Response F-2 Comment noted.  Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR 
provides detailed information regarding current demographic, housing and 
employment conditions in the area.  This information is best represented and 
summarized in table format as provided in Section 4.2 rather than in graphics.    

Response F-3 The commentor states that the analysis is inappropriate, but provides no 
evidence or information suggesting that the assumptions associated with 
permanent residency is incorrect.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 
Response to Comment F-2 regarding the appropriateness of using graphics in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR.   

Response F-4 Payment of in-lieu fees is a common practice for improvements that extend 
beyond the ability or a single development project to provide. This can occur 
when development projects are too small or of a land use that could not 
accommodate employee housing on-site.  The commentor is also referred to 
Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 

Response F-5 The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigate water 
quality, but provides no evidence suggesting why the identified Community 
Plan policies, implementation measures and mitigation measures would not 
protect existing water quality. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.3 (Water Quality).     

Response F-6 Draft EIR pages 4.9-76 through –81 identifies several proposed policies 
associated with the protection of riparian and wetland habitat areas that 
consist of specific performance standards (e.g., provision of natural open space 
buffers adjacent to waterways [Policy 9.F.2] and no net loss of riparian and 
wetland resources [Policy 9.F.4]).  In addition, as noted in Master Response 3.4.3 
(Water Quality), mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a include 
performance standards requiring no increase in sediment or other pollutant load 
to existing surface water quality conditions.     

Response F-7 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response F-8 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) regarding the project’s relationship with Placer Legacy. 

Response F-9 The commentor lists several species that they identify as being special-status that 
may occur in the Plan area.  These species are further evaluated below. 
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Great Basin Rams-horn Snail – The California Natural Diversity Database has no 
records of this species occurring in the Plan area or the general vicinity.  
Biological resource evaluations for properties along waterways within the Plan 
area (Northstar, Siller Ranch, Lahontan I, Eaglewood and Hopkins Ranch) have 
not identified this species as having the potential to occur.  Given the limited 
habitat potential for this species in the Plan area and the land use designations 
(e.g., Open Space) and policies set forth in the proposed Martis Valley 
Community Plan, no significant impacts to this species are expected. 

Lahontan Lake Tui Chub – The species is not listed as federally or state listed as 
threatened or endangered and it is not a state species of special concern.   This 
species is not known to occur in Martis Valley and there are no California 
Natural Diversity Database records of this species occurring in the Plan area. The 
proposed project would not affect this species.  

Lahontan Creek Tui Chub – This species is only known to occur in Nevada; 
therefore, there will be no effects on this species.   

White-Faced Ibis – Historically this species nested in northeastern California, the 
San Joaquin Valley, and southern California.  It no longer breeds regularly in 
California.  There are no records in California Natural Diversity Data Base of it 
occurring in the MVCP area.  Additionally, there is little probability of it occurring 
in the Plan area because it prefers shallow grassy marshes that do not occur in 
the area.   Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to have an impact 
on this species.  

Redhead – This species is not federally or state listed as threatened or 
endangered and it is not a state species of special concern.    This species is not 
federally or state listed as threatened or endangered and it is not a state 
species of special concern.   The redhead is a common species in open water 
habitat provided by lakes and estuaries.  Potential habitat occurs in Martis 
Creek Reservoir.  This is located almost entirely outside of the Plan area and on 
land administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Therefore the project is 
not expected to have an impact on this species. 

Northern Harrier - The California Natural Diversity Database has no records of this 
species occurring in the Plan area.    The species was observed flying in suitable 
foraging habitat on Hopkins Ranch.  Suitable nesting and foraging habitat 
occurs in the montane meadow habitat along SR 267.  Approximately 74 
percent of this habitat occurs on land administered by the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and will not be affected by the project.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting birds and raptors are not directly 
impacted by subsequent development. 

Ferruginous Hawk – This species is not known to breed in California and it is an 
uncommon winter resident.  The California Natural Diversity Database has no 
records of this species occurring in the Plan area.    The project will not affect 
nesting habitat.  The Plan area consists of approximately 3,300 acres of habitat 
(great basin sage scrub and montane meadow) that may be suitable for this 
species, of which approximately up to 10 to 15 percent may be converted 
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associated with subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community 
Plan.  Given the abundance of available habitat of this species and the low 
likelihood of its occurrence, no impacts to this species are expected from the 
project.  In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting 
birds and raptors are not directly impacted by subsequent development. 

Western Burrowing Owl - The California Natural Diversity Database has no 
records of this species occurring in the Plan area.  Biological resource 
evaluations for properties within the Plan area (Siller Ranch, Eaglewood and 
Hopkins Ranch) have not identified this species as occurring in the project area.  
Montane meadow on both sides of SR 267 provides potential habitat.  
Approximately 74 percent of this habitat occurs on land administered by the U. 
S. Army Corps of Engineers and would not be affected by the project.  In 
addition, Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting birds and 
raptors are not directly impacted by subsequent development. 

Loggerhead Shrike - The California Natural Diversity Database has no records of 
this species occurring in the Plan area.  Biological resource evaluations for 
properties within the Plan area (Siller Ranch, Eaglewood and Hopkins Ranch) 
have not identified this species as having the potential to occur.  The Plan area 
consists of approximately 3,300 acres of habitat (great basin sage scrub and 
montane meadow) adjacent to potential nesting habitat (conifer and fir 
trees)that may be suitable for this species, of which approximately up to 10 to 15 
percent may be converted associated with subsequent development under the 
Martis Valley Community Plan.  Given the abundance of available habitat of 
this species and the low likelihood of its occurrence, no impacts to this species 
are expected from the project. 

Bank Swallow – Approximately 75 percent of nesting colonies occur in the 
Central Valley along the Sacramento and Feather Rivers.  Few and scattered 
nesting colonies occur in northeastern California, none are know to occur in 
Placer County.  There are no records in the California Natural Diversity Database 
of this species occurring in the Plan area or the general vicinity and none were 
observed in biological resource evaluations.  Additionally, there is no suitable 
nesting habitat for this species in the Plan area; therefore, no impacts on this 
species are expected to occur from the proposed project.  

Response F-10 The commentor’s additional information regarding these species is noted.  This 
information does not change the impact discussion or conclusions of the Draft 
EIR.   

Response F-11 Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides description of wildlife 
species that utilize the area as well as vegetation conditions in the Plan area 
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-1 through –9 and Appendix 4.9).  Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR 
illustrates the current extent of open space within the Plan area that provides for 
wildlife movement through the Plan area to adjoining areas (e.g., Tahoe Basin) 
as well as available information regarding deer migration and fawning areas.  
The exact dimensions of specific movement corridors routinely used by wildlife in 
the Plan area is not known.  However, the Draft EIR references deer migration 
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studies that have been conducted in the Plan area for Siller Ranch and Hopkins 
Ranch. 

Response F-12 Surveys have been conducted on the properties of the proposed Hopkins 
Ranch, Siller Ranch and Eaglewood projects to determine if the sites are being 
utilized by deer associated with the western migration corridor.  These studies 
evaluated deer kill data recorded along State Route (SR) 267 by Caltrans.  The 
results of these analyses indicated that deer generally prefer three crossings over 
SR 267: Nevada County mile post 2.5-2.7; Placer County mile post 1.0; and Placer 
County mile post 1.5.  Mile post 2.5 in Nevada County is located directly north of 
the proposed Hopkins Ranch project site, and deer track surveys were 
conducted for Hopkins Ranch in May and June 2002 identified deer movement 
through the northwestern corner of the site generally proceeding in a 
south/southwest direction.  This general movement direction by deer appears to 
be consistent with deer movements documented on the Eaglewood property 
(North Fork Associates, 2001 and 2002). Careful site planning of specific 
development in these areas, such as the provision of open space corridors for 
deer movement (as noted specifically in Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.11a) can 
maintain the function of this corridor.  It should also be noted that anticipated 
development north of the Plan area (i.e. Planned Community 3 in the Town of 
Truckee) as well as operation of the SR 267 Bypass may alter or obstruct and 
further decrease deer migration through this area in the future. 

SR 267 is an existing highway facility that deer and other wildlife cross in the Plan 
area, based on the results deer migration studies for properties west of SR 267.  
Cumulative effect of future widening of SR 267 associated with further 
development in the region on biological and wildlife resources is specifically 
addressed on pages 4.4-88 and –89 of the Draft EIR.  However, as shown in Figure 
3.0-5, the Proposed Land Use Diagram does provide open space/low intensity 
land uses that provides for wildlife movement corridors in both north-south and 
east-west directions through the Plan area.  

Response F-13 As shown in Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR, the fawning area is within the existing ski 
terrain of the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort.  Section 4.0 (Introduction to the 
Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used) of the Draft EIR specifically notes 
that this portion of the ski resort may include modification and expansion of the 
ski terrain and associated facilities associated with the “Northstar-at-Tahoe 
Completing the Vision”.  The Martis Valley Community Plan does not specifically 
propose or specify this potential ski terrain expansion and is not considered to 
be part of the project.  However, the cumulative effect of this potential project 
on biological and wildlife resources is specifically addressed on pages 4.4-88 
and –89 of the Draft EIR. 

Response F-14 The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR did not consider all environmental 
effects and extent of habitat loss from the adoption Martis Valley Community 
Plan associated with roadway widening, new golf course development, ski 
terrain expansion, timber harvesting and other allowed land uses. The estimates 
of habitat loss provided by the commentor appear to be based on speculation 
of possible impact of uses allowed under Open Space and Forest land use 
designations without any clear identification of the assumptions used to 
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generate the information.  For example, commentor’s calculations would 
suggest that land areas that are designated Forest would eliminate the majority 
of existing habitat conditions.  This assumption is counter to the current small 
ownership holdings in the eastern portion of the Plan area that consists of 
minimal residential use as well as the land holdings of the U.S. Forest Service 
(approximately 3,093 acres). In addition, the commentor also fails to 
acknowledge the over 500 acres of great basin sage scrub, montane meadow 
and riparian scrub that is located within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
property within the Plan area.  Draft EIR page 4.9-39 specifically notes that the 
vegetation impact acreage estimates are based on the direct impacts from 
substantial development set forth under the land use map options.  However, 
the Draft EIR also considers that biological resource impacts associated with 
roadway widening, new golf course development, ski terrain expansion, timber 
harvesting and other allowed land uses (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through –89).   

Response F-15 Vegetation and habitat mapping and identification used in the Draft EIR was 
based on several sources identified on Draft EIR pages 4.9-90 and –91, which 
included vegetation mapping data from the U.S. Forest Service.  The vegetation 
and habitat information used in the Draft EIR is adequate for the purposes of 
evaluating biological resource impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

Response F-16 The commentor’s opinion of the diversity of vegetation associations in the Plan 
area is noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-11 and F-
12 regarding consideration of wildlife movement in the Plan area.    

Response F-17 While some reductions of Great Basin sage scrub habitat may be occurring, this 
habitat is still common and widespread in western U.S. and currently receives no 
protection by state and federal agencies.  In addition, of the approximately 
1,254 acres of Great Basin sage scrub within the Plan area, implementation of 
the Proposed Land Use Diagram would directly result the conversion of 
approximately 131 acres.  Approximately 40 percent of the total Great Basin 
sage scrub habitat in the Plan area is located within the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers property, which is not expected to be impacted. 

Response F-18 The additional biological resource data referenced by the commentor that is 
available to the County is noted. 

Response F-19 The commentor’s statements regarding cross-jurisdictional cooperation 
associated with providing trail connections is noted.  The proposed trail system 
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is shown in Figure 3.0-9 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response F-20 Comment noted.   
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LETTER G: MAL TOY, PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY 

Response G-1: Comment noted and the following edit is made to item number five in the list 
of hydrogeologic estimates from the Nimbus report in paragraph three on 
Page 4.7-12:  

“In a normal year aApproximately 24,700 AF of groundwater in the Basin is 
available without changing the amount in storage over the long term.” 

Response G-2: The commentor’s statement regarding proposed Martis Valley Community 
Plan Policy 4.C.7 is noted and modification of this policy will be considered 
by the County. 

Response G-3: Comment noted and the following edit is made sentence eight of the first full 
paragraph on page 4.11-47: 

“It is anticipated that PCWA would be the main purveyor of potable water in 
the Plan area, with Northstar CSD providing water only to the community of 
Northstar-at-Tahoe.  Most of the new development in the Plan area would 
be served by NCSD.  Lands east of State Route 267 are located within 
NCSD’s sphere of influence.  Therefore, it is anticipated that proposed 
developments located east of SR 267 would be served by NCSD. “ 

Response G-4: Comment noted and following edits are made to the fourth paragraph of 
Page 4.11-38: 

“Zone 4 currently includes the existing the Lahontan 1 and II communities.  
PCWA is planning to annex the lands associated with the proposed Hopkins 
Ranch, Eaglewood, and Siller Ranch developments., and Waddle Ranch” 
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LETTER H: O. R. BUTTERFIELD, TRUCKEE SANITARY DISTRICT 

Response H-1: Comment noted.  The commentor indicates that the current Truckee Sanitary 
District boundaries in Nevada and Placer counties are incorrect in the Draft 
EIR.  The map attached to the comment letter will be provided to the Lead 
Agency for inclusion in the Martis Valley Community Plan.  Figure 4.11-1 (Martis 
Valley Service Districts) on page 4.11-3 of Section 4.11 (Public Services and 
Utilities) of the Draft EIR showed the existing and future service area for Truckee 
Sanitary District and Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency. 
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LETTER I:  SCOTT FERGUSON, REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN REGION 

Response I-1 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).   

Response I-2 Draft EIR page 4.7-29 specifically notes two significance criterias (2 and 4) 
associated with degradation of surface and groundwater quality as well as 
conflicts with applicable local, state and/or federal policies and standards 
associated with water resources (e.g., Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahontan Region [Basin Plan]).  The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.3 (Water Quality).   

Response I-3 Comments received from the Regional Water Quality Control Board on the 
Notice of Preparation were specifically utilized in preparing the Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).   

Response I-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response I-5 Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c specifically notes water quality standards to be 
met associated with golf course chemical application (e.g., Basin Plan and 
maintenance of existing water quality conditions).  The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response I-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response I-7 The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specifically propose or 
promote the development of new golf courses within the Plan area and such 
recreational development is not a central element of the Plan.  Thus, the 
specific design of future new golf courses in the Plan area is not conducted by 
the County.  However, Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c provides performance 
standards for the consideration of limiting the extent of landscaped areas (e.g. 
tees, fairways and greens) associated with golf courses that would involve 
chemical usage as well as water quality performance standards to maintain 
existing water quality.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 
(Water Quality). 

Response I-8 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 

Response I-9 The Draft EIR specifically notes that increased groundwater production could 
result in a potential impact to surface water features.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.5 would require that new and/or expanded well 
facilities be designed and operated as to not adversely affect surface waters 
(Draft EIR pages 4.7-54 through –62).  The commentor is also referred to Master 
Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response I-10 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response I-11 As identified in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), proposed mitigation 
measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a would require that subsequent 
development would not increase existing sediment and other pollutant loads in 
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Plan area waterways.  Implementation of these mitigation measures would 
ensure that subsequent development in the Plan area would not adversely 
impact T-TSA’s ability to meet the its discharge requirements.  It should also be 
noted that T-TSA’s discharges of 11,000 acre-feet annually include wastewater 
generation from the entire T-TSA service area, rather than just the Plan area. 

Response I-12 The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan, which 
is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan area, but does not 
specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent development may occur.  
Thus, it is not possible to determine at the Community Plan level whether 
subsequent development would propose the partial filing of the 100-year 
floodplain for features such as bridge crossings or to what extent.  It is 
acknowledged that such discharges are regulated by the RWQCB.  The Martis 
Valley Community Plan also does not promote the installation of septic in 
violation of the Basin Plan.  Proposed Policy 6.D.6 specifically notes that on-site 
treatment and disposal systems are required to comply with the requirements 
and standards of the RWQCB.  The wastewater service analysis provided in the 
Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.11-56 through –62) identifies that the T-TSA’s Water 
Reclamation Plant is planned to have adequate capacity to serve buildout of 
the Plan area. 

Response I-13 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment I-12.  In addition, proposed 
Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 6.D.7 specifically notes that the County will 
facilitate connection to the community sewer collection system that transports 
wastewater to T-TSA for treatment. 

Response I-14 Water quality issues were specifically noted and considered in the Draft EIR 
(Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through –73).  The commentor is also referred to Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response I-15 Proposed Martis Valley Community policies 6.E.7 and 6.E.8 specifically require 
that new development adequately mitigate any increases in peak flows and/or 
volume and maintain natural drainage conditions.  These standards would 
ensure no significant flooding impacts associated with subsequent 
development.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water 
Quality) regarding protection of groundwater quality as well as Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.7.3 provided in the Draft EIR. 

Response I-16 The commentor’s suggestion of considering staged approval of development 
within the Plan area is noted.  The commentor is also referred to Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).      
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LETTER J:  JUAN PALMA, TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

Response J-1 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to 
the Tahoe Basin).   

Response J-2 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to 
the Tahoe Basin).     

Response J-3 The environmental impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR does evaluate the 
project’s effect on existing environmental conditions (at release of the Notice of 
Preparation) under environmental issue areas such as land use, hazards, 
hydrology and water quality and biological resources.  However, the focus of 
the impact analysis of environmental issues associated with traffic, air quality 
and noise was at buildout of the Plan area, which was assumed in the Draft EIR 
to occur by the year 2021.     

Response J-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis).  In addition, it is not possible to specifically respond to the comment 
indicating the DEIR does not have accurate information regarding existing 
conditions, because the specific data the commentor suggests is inaccurate is 
not specified.  The project does apply the TRPA’s LOS thresholds within the Tahoe 
Region as indicated on Draft EIR pages 4.4-26, 4.4-27 and 4.4-57.   

Response J-5 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis).   

Response J-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis).  The LOS analysis of SR 28 only included the segments immediately east 
and west of SR 267, which are both four-lane facilities.  Therefore, the existing 
LOS is reported to be better than the LOS reported in the SR 28 Concept report, 
which reports the worst LOS of a much larger segment (which include two-lane 
segments).  The SR 89 segment analyzed in the EIR is located north of I-80, not 
south of I-80, for which the commentor provided the transportation concept 
report. Again, the segment analyzed in the Transportation Concept Report is 
longer than the segment analyzed in the EIR.  More importantly, however, is that 
different LOS methodologies were used to analyze LOS, resulting in different LOS.  
The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment E-1. 

As a large portion of the data used in the existing conditions analysis came 
directly from Caltrans count data, the counts data used in the analysis and the 
count data used in the existing conditions analysis in the Transportation 
Concept reports are very similar.   

 The 2021 traffic volumes are forecasted using a traffic model that generates 
traffic volumes based upon the build-out of the County's and Town of Truckee’s 
undeveloped land uses.  When there is a model available, it is much more 
accurate to base future traffic volumes on land use quantity forecasts projected 
and developed for the County than it is to base it on historical growth rates, as 
these growth rates will change over time and do not represent the development 
capacity of the region.  It is general Caltrans practice to estimate future traffic 
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volumes using the straight-line method, which has resulted in traffic-volume 
forecasts that are higher than estimated by the model used in the EIR.   

Response J-7 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Analysis), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and Response to 
Comment J-4.   

Response J-8 The only intersection within the Tahoe Basin analyzed was the SR 28/SR 267 
intersection.  The TRPA LOS thresholds were applied to this intersection.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the 
Tahoe Basin).   

Response J-9 The Draft EIR concludes that the plan would result in significant impacts to the SR 
28/SR 267 intersection and not have a significant impact on parking in the area 
as adequate parking is required at the individual development project level.  In 
addition, the plan implements many policies that would improve pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities in the area.   The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).  

Response J-10 Mitigation for traffic impacts to the intersection of SR 28/SR 267 are specifically 
noted on Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through -57.  The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 
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LETTER K:  MARK L. THOMAS, COUNTY OF NEVADA FISH & WILDLIFE COMMISSION 

Response K-1: Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments 
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR.  No 
further response is required. 

Response K-2: Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments 
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR.  
Comments are from the Commission are responded to under Comment 
Letter K. 

Response K-3: Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments 
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR.  No 
further response is required. 

Response K-4: Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments 
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR.  No 
further response is required. 

Response K-5: Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments 
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR.  No 
further response is required. 

Response K-6: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which operates the Martis Creek Reservoir, 
prepares annual water reports on the status of Martis Creek Reservoir’s 
condition to support the fishery in the reservoir.  The annual water quality 
reports from 1999 to 2002 have identified that excessive nutrients are not 
present in the reservoir that would cause undesirable phytoplankton blooms 
and that is not an excess of oxygen demanding substances in the inflows 
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1999-2002).  These reports also address water 
quality and fishery issues associated with dissolved heavy metals, mercury 
levels and MTBE. Water quality data associated with Martis Creek and its 
tributaries is provided in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).  It should be 
noted that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are currently operating Martis 
Creek Reservoir at low levels near the base of the dam associated with dam 
seepage issues.  As described in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 
implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a would 
require subsequent development in the Plan area to not increase existing 
sediment and other pollutant loads in Plan area waterways.  These 
mitigation measures would ensure that Martis Creek Reservoir is not adversely 
impacted by upstream development.  There is no evidence to suggest soils 
within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers property are contaminated.   

Response K-7: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-6. 
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Response K-8: The Martis Valley Community Plan includes several policies regarding 
fisheries resources in the Plan area (Draft EIR pages 4.9-59 through –62).  The 
commentor is also referred to Response to Comment K-6. 

Response K-9: Comment noted. Potential impacts to the Lahontan cutthroat trout are 
addressed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.9-59 through –62).  The 
commentor is also referred to Response to Comment K-6.   

Response K-10: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) regarding consideration of the Placer Legacy program. 

Response K-11: Comment noted.  There have no sighting of California bighorn sheep within 
the Plan area.  Given that the Plan area does not support habitat for 
California bighorn sheep, implementation of the Martis Valley Community 
Plan is not expected to adversely impact this species. 

Response K-12: The Truckee River Operation Agreement (TROA) is discussed extensively in the 
Draft EIR, including anticipated water allocations associated with the 
Truckee River (Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through –20).  The commentor’s 
statements are unclear regarding the effect of water allocations associated 
with TROA on stream and riparian protection within the Plan area.  There are 
no current plans by the Placer County Water Agency to directly tap surface 
water associated with Martis Creek.  In addition, TROA is intended to improve 
the timing and magnitude of seasonal river flows for consumptive, 
environmental and fishery uses and was considered in the hydrology analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR.  Commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).   

Response K-13: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-12. 

Response K-14: While some reductions of Great Basin sage scrub habitat may be occurring, 
this habitat is still common and widespread in western U.S. and currently 
receives no protection by state and federal agencies.  In addition, of the 
approximately 1,254 acres of Great Basin sage scrub within the Plan area, 
implementation of the Proposed Land Use Diagram would directly result the 
conversion of approximately 131 acres.  Approximately 40 percent of the 
total Great Basin sage scrub habitat in the Plan area is located within the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers property, which is not expected to be 
impacted. 

Response K-15: The commentor’s opinion of Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 is noted.  Impacts 
to common species are considered less-than-significant unless the proposed 
project has the potential to affect a common species throughout a large 
portion of its known range (i.e., threatens to eliminate the species), has 
potential to cause populations of common species to fall below self-
sustaining levels, or the proposed project has the potential to affect the 
movement of the common species from one seasonal range to another.  
Therefore, common species are considered under CEQA impacts analyses, 
however, in the context of the proposed project, the analysis of project 
impacts to special-status species due to habitat loss may also be applied to 
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common species.  In this respect, the loss of potential nesting sites within 
locally and regionally abundant habitat would not be considered of 
sufficiently large magnitude to be considered significantly impact that results 
in the species to fall below self-sustaining levels.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.9.6 ensures that individual birds and raptors are not directly 
taken as a result of subsequent development.  Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 
also specifically prohibits the removal of nest sites of state and federally 
listed species.  This mitigation approach is commonly used in the state in 
consultation with California Department of Fish and Game.     

Response K-16: The commentor’s concerns regarding the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.9.8 is noted.  Surveys associated with Mitigation Measure MM 
4.9.8 are likely to involve a determination of whether appropriate habitat 
conditions exist for the species of concern identified under Impact 4.9.8 as 
well as identification of any den or burrow sites.  Biological evaluations for 
specific properties within the Plan area (Hopkins Ranch, Eaglewood, Siller 
Ranch, Northstar) have not identified any of these species as occurring in 
the Plan area.  However, the proposed Siller Ranch project includes an open 
space corridor along Martis Creek that is based on providing adequate 
habitat for the pine marten would provide adequate habitat for the yellow 
warbler and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare (Jones and Stokes, 2001).   

Response K-17: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-10 (top of the page), the following text changes are made: 

“…to consult with CDFG on projects or actions that could affect listed 
species, directs CDFG to determine whether jeopardy would occur, and 
allows CDFG to identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the 
project consistent with conserving the species.  Agencies can approve a 
project that affects a listed species if they determine that there are 
“overriding considerations”; however, the agencies are prohibited from 
approving projects that would result in the extinction of a listed species.” 

Response K-18: The commentor’s statements regarding anadromous fisheries is noted.  
Commenter is correct in stating that the County intends Policy 6.C.1(g) to 
pertain to all streams within the planning area. The methodology for 
determining the importance of each stream is included in Policy 6.C.11, 
which requires an evaluation of the habitat by a wildlife biologist “…based 
upon field reconnaissance performed at the appropriate time of year…” 
and must identify feasible mitigation measures…” 

Response K-19: Comment noted. The commenter does not make a comment regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR provided, therefore no further response is 
necessary. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project 
Description Adequacy) regarding consideration of the Placer Legacy 
program.  This comment will be provided to the Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior to consideration 
of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan. 
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Response K-20: Comment noted.  This comment will be provided to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior to 
consideration of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The 
commenter does not make a comment regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR provided, therefore no further response is necessary.  

Response K-21: Comment noted.  This comment will be provided to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior to 
consideration of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The 
commenter does not make a comment regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR provided, therefore no further response is necessary. 

Response K-22: The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft 
EIR. 

§ The following edit is made to the first paragraph on Page 4.9-7: 

“… squirrel tail (Elymus elymoides Sitanion hystrix), and bitterbrush …” 

Response K-23: The discussion provided on pages 4.9-8 and –9 of the Draft EIR is intended to 
describe common wildlife found in these habitat types.  Appendix 4.9 of the 
Draft EIR provides a list of species known to occur in the area. 

Response K-24: The commentor’s statements regarding the use of the Skinner and Pavlik 
reference is noted.  Draft EIR includes several information sources in 
evaluating biological resources in the Plan area (Draft EIR pages 4.9-90 and 
–91).  The County considers the information and impact analysis provided in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) adequate for evaluating potential impacts 
as required by CEQA. 

Response K-25: Comment noted.  Policy 6.A.4 is applied County-wide as part of the Placer 
County General Plan.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response K-26: Comment noted.  Policy 6.C.1 is applied County-wide as part of the Placer 
County General Plan.  Draft EIR pages 4.9-79 through –81 addresses potential 
impacts to Plan area wetlands. 

Response to K-27: The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft 
EIR. 

§ The following edit is made to eight paragraph on Page 4.9-19 under 
special-status plant species: 

“Plants that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or 
endangered under the FESA (64 CFR 205, October 25, 1999; 57533-
57547).” 

Response to K-28: Comment noted, no wolverine were observed or identified during the 
biological analysis of the project. 
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Response to K-29: The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft 
EIR. 

§ The following edit is made to the fifth paragraph on Page 4.9-29: 

“California populations of the peregrine falcon declined in the 1970’s 
due to DDTE contamination.” 

Response to K-30: The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft 
EIR. 

§ The following edit is made to the fourth paragraph on Page 4.9-31: 

“Migratory birds forage and nest in multiple habitats such as Great Basin 
sage scrub oak woodlands, grasslands, riparian woodlands, and 
coniferous forests. ” 

Response to K-31: The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft 
EIR. 

§ The following edit is made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3, third sentence 
on pages 2.0-60 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-53 and 8.0-10 (Table 8.0-1): 

“…. To include a focused plant survey for the following special status 
plant species:  Donner Pass buckwheat, pPlumas ivesia ….” 

Response to K-32: Comment noted.  The term “wetlands” under proposed Policy 9.G.1 includes 
consideration of vernal pools. 

Response to K-33: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response to K-34: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).   

Response to K-35: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 

Response to K-36: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response to K-37: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 

Response to K-38: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project).  

Response to K-39: The commentor’s statements regarding the Lahontan cutthroat trout is 
noted.  The Draft EIR identifies potential impacts to this species (Draft EIR 
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pages 4.9-58 through –62).  In the project vicinity, three records of this 
species are listed in the CNDDB from Martis Creek (two records) and Pole 
Creek (one record).  However, the CNDDB identifies all these occurrences as 
being extirpated.  There are historic accounts of cutthroat trout within the 
Martis Creek drainage, and suitable habitat is present within the tributaries of 
Martis Creek. However, these tributaries have varying flow conditions and 
there are various potential fish barriers (e.g., fallen logs, downcuts) in the 
Plan area. The survival of the Lahontan cutthroat trout in the Martis Valley 
area is challenged by competition with other trout species and 
interbreeding.  DFG currently stocks the Martis Reservoir with cutthroat trout 
as part of their sport-fishing stocking program, which also includes the 
stocking of brook trout and rainbow trout.  However, this stocking is not 
recognized as part of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s recovery efforts for the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout and may not consist of the genetic strain that is 
considered threatened. Therefore, this species is considered to have a low 
potential to occur within the Plan area.  However, the following text changes 
are made to mitigation measures MM 4.9.5a and b: 

§ The following edit is made to mitigation measures MM 4.9.5a and b, on 
pages 2.0-65 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-62 and 8.0-11 (Table 8.0-1): 

“MM 4.9.5a The County shall require that construction activities 
within the channels of waterways identified to be 
potential spawning habitat of the Lahontan 
cutthroat trout shall not materially impair habitat 
conditions.  The County shall cooperate with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if future recovery 
planning activities for the species includes Plan 
area waterways. occur during the spawning 
season (April through July).    

MM 4.9.5b No structures shall be permitted in streams or 
watercourses within the Plan area that would result 
in the blockage of water flow sufficient to create 
ing a barrier to fish movement.” 

Response to K-40: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 

Response to K-41: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response to K-42: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 

Response to K-43: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 
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Response to K-44: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39. 
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LETTER L. CRAIG F. WOODS, TAHOE-TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY 

Response L-1: As discussed in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR, the Placer County General Plan 
encourages new development to connect to existing wastewater treatment 
systems. Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 6.D.5 further restricts onsite 
sewage treatment and disposal to parcels larger than one acre in size and 
requires that all systems meet current County and State regulations. This 
policy also requires that on site disposal facilities no threaten surface or 
groundwater quality or pose any other health hazards. Martis Valley 
Community Plan Policy 6.D.6 further requires that on-site treatment, 
development, operation, and maintenance of disposal systems comply with 
the requirements of the County Division of Environmental Health and the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. However, it is 
acknowledged that the Lahontan Region Basin Plan contains a waste 
discharge prohibition that includes individual domestic wastewater  facilities. 

Response L-2: The commentor is referred to Response L-1 above as well as Master Response 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).  

Response L-3: Comment noted.  The commentor indicates that the current Tahoe-Truckee 
Sanitation Agency service area boundaries in Nevada and Placer counties 
are incorrect in the Draft EIR.  The map attached to the comment letter will 
be provided to the County for inclusion in the Martis Valley Community Plan.  
Figure 4.11-1 (Martis Valley Service Districts) on page 4.11-3 of Section 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR shows the existing and future 
service area for Truckee Sanitary District and Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation 
Agency. 

Response L-4: Comment noted. 

Response L-5: Comment noted and the following edits are made to the second paragraph 
on Page 4.11-51 under 4.11.5.1 Existing Conditions: 

“Wastewater service in the Plan area is provided by 3 entities:  Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency, Truckee Sanitation Sanitary District, and Northstar 
Community Services District.  However, Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency 
collects wastewater from the other 2 and conveys it to treatment facilities 
east of Truckee.  Truckee Sanitary District collects wastewater within its 
service area and transports it to Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency for 
treatment and disposal.  TSD is a member entity of T-TSA.  Northstar 
Community Services District collects wastewater within its boundaries.  NCSD 
is not a member entity of T-TSA.  Its wastewater is conveyed to a pipeline 
owned by TSD which in turn conveys to it to T-TSA for treatment and disposal.  
There is a contract which addresses TSD’s conveyance of NCSD’s 
wastewater through TSD’s pipeline.” 

Response L-6: Comment noted and the following edits are made to the third paragraph 
on Page 4.11-51 under 4.11.5.1 Existing Conditions: 

“T-TSA provides wastewater treatment and disposal sewage collection 
services to Truckee, portions of the Plan area, Kings Beach, Tahoe City, 
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Alpine Meadows, Squaw Valley, and development along the western edge 
of Lake Tahoe.  T-TSA and TSD’s service area does not encompass the entire 
Martis Valley Community Plan area.  Service would be provided in the future 
if these areas successfully annexed into T-TSA or a member district of T-TSA’s 
service area.” 

Response L-7: Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-51, 
paragraph two under 4.11.5.1 Existing Conditions: 

“In 1972, after a decade of debate and concern regarding the impact that 
numerous wastewater discharges were creating on the water quality of Lake 
Tahoe, 1 regional entity, Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (T-TSA), became 
responsible for collecting and treating wastewater from communities 
located along the northern and western shore of Lake Tahoe and the Town 
of Truckee, as well as communities along the Truckee River corridor, Alpine 
Meadows and Squaw Valley.” 

Response L-8: Please see Response to Comment L-6 above. 

Response L-9: Comment noted and the following edit is made to page 4.11-52, paragraph 
five: 

“One sfu is equal to two toilets and two laboratories or sinks.  One sfu is 
roughly equal to approximately ten business plumping fixture units.” 

Response L-10: Comment noted and the following edit is made to the fifth paragraph, Page 
4.11-52: 

“T-TSA’s service charges are based upon these values, along with the values 
that reflect the strength of the sewage that is being generated. (Beals, 
2001).” 

Response L-11: Comment noted and the following edits are made to the last paragraph on 
page 4.11-52: 

“The WRP is currently in the environmental review stages for a planned 
expansion of the current facility to a capacity of 9.6 mgd.  T-TSA will be 
expanding the existing WRP to a capacity of 9.6 mgd.  The planned WRP 
expansion, which is schedule to occur by 2005, would also include 
improvements to the Truckee River Interceptor (TTRI) and the existing TSD 
sewage treatment lagoons.” 

Response L-12: Comment noted and the following edits are made to the first paragraph on 
page 4.11-53: 

“The planned expansion to the WRP is expected to accommodate 
projected development in the Plan area within T-TSA’s service area, as well 
as areas that are currently in the Plan area but outside of T-TSA’s service 
area, upon annexation to the T-TSA or a member entity of T-TSA (Woods, 
2001).” 
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Response L-13: Comment noted.  The subheading on page 4.11-53 will be changed to 
“Truckee Sanitary District”.  The commentor is referred to Response to 
Comment L-5 above. 

Response L-14: Comment noted.  Because this comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR, 
no response is required.  The comment will be considered by the lead 
agency. 

Response L-15: The comment was noted and text change made to Page 4.11-56, Section 
4.11.5.3 under Methodology: 

“Evaluation of potential impacts on wastewater facilities and services was 
based on consultation with Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, Tahoe 
Sanitarytion  DistrictAgency, and Northstar Community Services District, 
review of the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Water Reclamation Plant 
Expansion Project Draft EIR (April 1999), and County and Martis Valley 
documents and policies.” 

Response L-16: The additional capacity referred to in Impact 4.11.5.1 is included within the 
planned expansion of the WRP to 9.6 mgd as discussed under PP Proposed 
Land Use Diagram on Page 4.11-57 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the first 
paragraph, “The expanded WRP with a capacity of 9.6 mgd would 
adequately accommodate buildout of the Plan area under the Proposed 
Land Use Diagram. The expansion of the WRP is scheduled for 2005 and the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board recently approved 
discharges permits for the expansion.” 

Response L-17: Comment noted.  See Response to Comment L-16 above.  The expansion of 
the WRP to 9.6 mgd would accommodate 100 percent occupancy of the 
Plan area, which under the Proposed Land Use Diagram would generate 1.8 
mgd.  Added to the existing volume of wastewater treated at the WRP (5.9 
mgd), this would total 7.7 mgd. 

Response L-18: Comment noted.  See Responses to Comments L-6 and L-12.  

Response L-19: Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-57, Section 
4.11.5.3 under PP Proposed Land Use Diagram, paragraph two: 

“According to TSD, the Proposed Land Use Diagram would require the 
extension of sewer trunk lines to provide wastewater collection service to the 
new development areas in the Plan area (Butterfield, 2001)…TSD would 
require Aadditional sewer trunk lines would be necessary to serve new 
development areas.  The majority of the sewer trunk lines would be located 
within road rights-of-way.  As such, extensions to sewer trunk lines and new 
lines would not result in new environmental impacts.  However, if any lines 
would be located outside of road rights-of-way, the project could 
potentially result in environmental impacts.  Such impacts are addressed in 
the other sections of this EIR relating to land uses and biological resources.” 

Additionally, a new reference is added to the References: 
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“Butterfield, O.R. General Manager/Chief Engineer.  Truckee Sanitary District. 
Personal communication (letter), November 7, 2001.” 

Response L-20: Comment noted.  See Response to Comment L-17. 

Response L-21: Comment noted.  See Response  to Comment L-2. 

Response L-22: Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-60 under 
Setting of this Draft EIR: 

“Under cumulative conditions, the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency’s 
service area would be the same as at present and would include the 
communities of Truckee, Kings Beach, Tahoe City, portions of the Plan area, 
the western shore of Lake Tahoe, Alpine Meadows, and Squaw Valley.  In the 
future, service would be provided to the entire Martis Valley Community Plan 
area if these areas successfully annex into T-TSA or a member district of T-
TSA’s service area.” 

Response L-23: Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-60 under 
Setting: 

“Under cumulative conditions, T-TSA would continue to provide service either 
directly or through contracts with the Northstar CSD, or the Truckee 
Sanitation District (TSD) to the NCSD and TSD service areasall the developed 
areas of the Plan area.  Areas that are not currently within T-TSA’s boundaries 
would have to annex into the service areas of both T-TSA and a member 
entity (e.g., TSD or NCSD).” 

Response L-24: Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-60 under 
Setting: 

“The majority of the All proposed development associated with the 
Proposed Land Use Diagram and Alternatives AA, AB and AC falls within T-
TSA’s service area.  The areas that are not currently within T-TSA’s boundaries 
would have to annex into the service areas of both T-TSA and a member 
entity (e.g., TSD or NCSD).” 

Response L-25: Commentor is referred to Response L-16. 

Response L-26: Commentor is referred to Response L-16 and L-25. 
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LETTER M: RON FLORIAN, TOWN OF TRUCKEE 

Response M-1: Comment noted.  Town of Truckee comments on the Notice of Preparation 
were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR.  

Response M-2: The commentor’s statements regarding the traffic impacts and associated 
mitigation measures identified for traffic impacts to the Town of Truckee are 
noted.  Effects of traffic mitigation measures are noted on Draft EIR page 4.4-
57. 

Response M-3: Section 4.5 (Noise) and Appendix 4.5 of the Draft EIR specifically notes 
significant transportation noise that would occur as a result of future traffic 
volumes within the Town of Truckee. 

Response M-4: The commentor’s statements regarding the consideration of the community 
character impacts in the community plan development process is noted.  
The environmental effects of the project on the Town of Truckee is addressed 
in Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR. 

Response M-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Analysis). 

Response M-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Analysis).  Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a would involve the 
establishment of a capital improvement project that would establish traffic 
impact fees for development. 

Response M-7: The air quality impact analysis provided in Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the 
Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of the extent of air quality impacts 
associated with implementation of the project.  The following text changes 
are made to the Draft EIR associated with Mitigation Measure MM 4.6.3. 

§ Pages 2.0-32 (Table 2.0-1), 4.6-17 and 8.0-5 (Table 8.0-1), the following text 
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.6.3: 

MM 4.6.3 The following language shall be added to policy 9.H.6: 

“County staff will develop, with the advice of the Placer County APCD, a 
mitigation fee program for indirect sources similar to that in use in 
western Placer County. Mitigation targets will be identified, appropriate 
off-site mitigation programs developed, and equitable fees established. 
The County (in coordination with the Placer County APCD) shall develop 
an offsite mitigation program to offset the development increases in 
Nitrogen Oxide, Reactive Organic Gas and Particulate Matter emissions.  
This may include development of a fee program that could fund 
activities such as  retrofitting existing heavy equipment/vehicles with 
cleaner burning engines, retrofitting or purchasing new low emission 
transit vehicles and equipment, providing natural gas fuel infrastructure, 
implement improved street sweeping and sanding 
guidelines/procedures, provision of a green waste pick up program as 
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an alternative to burning and replacing non-EPA certified woodstoves 
with new EPA certified units.    

The County shall promote and encourage new development to utilize 
non-wood burning devices in the Plan area.  Only EPA certified Phase II 
wood burning devices or their equivalent shall be allowed within the 
Plan area.  The maximum emission potential from each residence shall 
not exceed 7.5 grams per hour.  Outdoor burn pits must be plumbed with 
natural gas and prohibited from burning wood.” 

Response M-8: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7. 

Response M-9: The commentor’s statements regarding proposed Martis Valley Community 
Plan policies and mitigation measures associated with affordable and 
employee housing is noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 

Response M-10: The commentor’s suggested changes to Policy 3.A.4 are noted and will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

Response M-11: The commentor’s suggested changes to Policy 3.A.4 and their association 
with Mitigation Measure MM 4.2.2 are noted and will be forwarded to the 
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  As identified in Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project), the environmental effects of the 
lack of affordable and employee housing is addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response M-12: The commentor’s statements regarding the alternatives analysis in the Draft 
EIR is noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy 
of the Alternatives Analysis) as well as Response to Comment K-6 and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) regarding Martis Creek Reservoir concerns. 

Response M-13: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER N: GRETCHEN G. BENNITT, NORTHERN SIERRA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Response N-1: Comment noted.  The DEIR setting section mentions that the Martis Valley 
sub-air basin is part of two counties and two adjacent air districts. 

Response N-2: Comment noted.  Air quality problems in Truckee and Martis Valley are 
discussed in the DEIR, and the Town of Truckee’s efforts to improve air quality 
are also described. 

Response N-3: Comment noted.  The DEIR provides a summary of air quality data gathered 
by the NSAQMD in Truckee and describes the Town of Truckee’s Particulate 
Matter Air Quality Management Plan. 

Response N-4: Comment noted.  The DEIR on page 4.6-3 provides a discussion of the 
ramifications of classification as a non-attainment area. 

Response N-5: Project emissions of particulate matter, ROG and NOx are shown in Table 4.6-
4 of the Draft EIR and exceed both the thresholds of significance of the 
Placer County APCD and the NSAQMD.  Project emissions of these pollutants 
were found to have a significant air quality effect on regional air quality. 

The assumption regarding seasonal occupancy (30 percent permanent, 70 
percent seasonal) was used only in the calculation of wood burning 
emissions.  This assumption was made to be consistent with the Town of 
Truckee Particulate Matter Air Quality Management Plan.  This same 
assumption was made in Appendix 2 of the AQMP, and is necessary to 
accurately calculate annual amounts of wood burned, since there is a great 
difference in the wood-burning practices of permanent and seasonal 
residences.  Therefore, the emissions shown in Table 4.6-4 of the DEIR do not 
represent 30 percent of total emissions, and should not be adjusted.  The 
URBEMIS-generated estimates of emissions are based on full buildout of all 
project land uses without adjustment for seasonality.  The estimates of worst-
case carbon monoxide concentrations, in Table 4.6-3 of the Draft EIR are 
based on annual peak traffic volumes assuming full buildout of project land 
uses. 

Response N-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7. 

Response N-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7. 

Response N-8: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7. 

Response N-9: The commentor’s suggestion of installing monitoring equipment in the Plan 
area is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning 
Commission, Board of Supervisors and the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District for consideration. 

Response N-10: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7.  As a practical 
matter, PCAPCD policy is that during the environmental review of 
developments restrictions be placed eliminating residential burning. 
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LETTER 0:  ALISON WARNES, NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 

Response O-1: Comments received on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are 
responded to in this document. 

Response O-2: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).   

Response O-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Analysis). 

Response O-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Analysis).  The proposed plan will not result in a significant impact to 
the Squaw Valley Road and Alpine Meadows Road.  Traffic traveling from 
the Martis Valley region to Tahoe City and the West Shore would use SR 267 
and SR 28 to the south.  Of the traffic generated by the project, only up to 6 
percent would travel to/from SR 89 within the vicinity of Squaw Valley and 
Alpine Meadows.  On peak ski days, moreover, traffic levels to and from the 
ski areas is limited by the capacity of the ski area or ski area parking. 

Response O-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response O-6: Public service impacts to the physical environmental associated with the 
project are adequately addressed in Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the 
Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-7 regarding 
hospital services.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 specifically notes that 
social and economic concerns are not considered physical effect on the 
environment and thus was not discussed in the Draft EIR. 

Response O-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response O-8: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response O-9: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Analysis).   
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LETTER P:  SANDY HESNARD, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response P-1 Land use designations under the Proposed Land Use Diagram, Existing Martis 
Valley General Plan Land Use Map, Alternative 1 Land Use Map and Alternative 
2 Land Use Map around the Truckee Tahoe Airport are generally consistent with 
the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the airport.  However, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that subsequent development in the Plan area could result in 
specific land uses that may result in obstructions in the airspace in conflict with 
Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Administration Regulations as well as be 
potentially exposed to excessive noise levels from the airport (Draft EIR pages 
4.3-19 through –21 and 4.5-30 through –32).  Proposed policies, implementation 
programs and mitigation measures are identified to mitigate these potential 
impacts to less than significant as well as ensures compliance with applicable 
standards.  It is acknowledged that the County is required to submit the Martis 
Valley Community Plan to the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 21676. 

Response P-2 The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose land uses or 
designations adjacent to the airport that would promote the development of 
landfills, wastewater treatment facilities, surface mining, or the creation of 
wetlands.   

Response P-3 Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment P-1.     
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LETTER Q: JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response Q-1 Comment  noted.  The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter B 
and E. 

Response Q-2 Comment  noted.  The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter E.   

Response Q-3 The County is aware of the requirements of AB 1807 and will submit the final 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program once it is completed.  A draft of 
the mitigation monitoring and reporting program was provided in Section 8.0 
(Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program) of the Draft EIR.    
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LETTER R: SCOTT FERGUSON, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN 
REGION 

Response R-1 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter I as well as Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects 
of the Project). 

Response R-2 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter I as well as Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects 
of the Project).   

Response R-3 The commentor summarizes information provided in the Revised Draft EIR, but 
provides no specific comments on the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR or 
Draft EIR.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR 
or Draft EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response R-4 The commentor suggests that another alternative be considered that maintains 
existing land uses while reducing environmental effects by using the “Low 
Impact Development” (LID) method.  However, the commentor provides no 
specific details on land use mix, specific location or density of development and 
roadway improvements.  The Prince George’s County, Maryland, Department of 
Environmental Resource Programs and Planning Division released a reported 
titled Low-Impact Development: An Integrated Design Approach, which 
described the various aspects of the LID site planning process, which includes 
consideration of applicable land use regulations and flexibility with those 
standards, defining development envelopes and protected areas, 
incorporation of drainage into development design and modification of 
drainage flows to maximize overland flow (Prince George’s County, 1999).  While 
these design features provide for improvements in water quality (several of 
which have been incorporated into development of the Lahontan community), 
LID site planning is more appropriate for the consideration of specific 
development projects rather than a large-scale planning document such as the 
Martis Valley Community Plan.  However, several water quality aspects of LID are 
included in the proposed policies of the Martis Valley Community Plan as well as 
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through –
54).  In addition, the Lowest Intensity Alternative provides for reduced land area 
for new development, clustering of new development near existing 
development in the Plan area (with the exception of the Waddle Ranch area) 
and large areas of open space along Martis Creek and its tributaries.  The 
environmental benefits of this alternative and other reduced development 
alternatives is described in Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Revised Draft 
EIR.  The commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER S: GRETCHEN BENNITT, NORTHERN SIERRA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Response S-1 Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter N.  

Response S-2 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter N.  As described in 
Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), on the technical 
information, analyses and materials provided and/or cited in the Draft EIR, 
including additional traffic modeling, use of air quality modeling data, 
vegetation and habitat mapping and other resource mapping.  

Response S-3 No public meetings were held on the Martis Valley Community Plan Update or 
the Draft EIR during the month of April 2003.  The County will send notice of all 
future public meetings to the District.  The commentor is referred to responses to 
Comment Letter N. 

Response S-4 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter N. 
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LETTER T: TIM BEALS, SIERRA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION 

Response T-1 Comment noted.  As noted in Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Public 
Review Period), the comment period on the Draft EIR ended on August 19, 2002.  
The comment period on the Revised Draft EIR ended on April 30, 2003.  As 
identified in the following responses, no significant environmental effects from 
the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan are expected to occur in 
Sierra County.  

Response T-2 Draft EIR page 4.4-71 specifically identifies that the Proposed Land Use Diagram 
would increase traffic volumes on SR 89 north of Interstate 80 by 9 percent.  
However, this portion of SR 89 is expected to operate at LOS “A” under 2021 
conditions.  Thus, no traffic impacts to SR 89 or Sierra County are expected.  
Given that no significant traffic impact was identified to SR 89 north of Interstate 
80, it was not discussed in the Revised Draft EIR.  However, the Clustered Land 
Use Alternative, Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Lowest Intensity 
Alternative would likely result in further reductions in traffic volumes on SR 89.  
Given the distance and lack of physical connection between Sierra County and 
the Plan area, the project is not expected to result in land use or wildlife impacts 
in Sierra County.  

Response T-3 See Response to Comment T-2 regarding traffic impacts.  Given the abundance 
of recreational opportunities within and immediately adjacent to the Plan area 
that are similar to those available in Sierra County, it is not expected that 
subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community Plan would have 
substantial effect on recreational opportunities in Sierra County and would 
trigger a physical effect on the environment.  There is no evidence suggesting 
that the project would result in significant public service, parking and 
recreational impacts that would trigger a physical effect on the environment 
(i.e., necessitates need for the construction of new facilities) and no evidence 
has been provided by the commentor to substantiate this concern. 

Response T-4 Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR addresses project and 
cumulative effects of the project on wildlife resources in the region.  However, 
the project would not result in any direct impact on wildlife resources in Sierra 
County.  See Response to Comment T-2. 

Response T-5 The physical effects of increased demand for affordable housing associated 
with the project are specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.2-17 through –28.  As 
noted in Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the 
Project), approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North 
Tahoe/Truckee rather than travel outside the region for housing.  CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131 specifically notes that economic concerns are not 
considered physical effect on the environment.  The commentor has provided 
no evidence to substantiate that the adoption of the Martis Valley Community 
Plan would trigger social and economic effects in Sierra County that would 
result in a physical effect on the environment.   

Response T-6 See Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) regarding the 
water supply analysis in the Draft EIR.  Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through –20 
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specifically notes Public Law 101-618 (Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Settlement 
Act), which sets forth the requirement of establishing the Truckee River Operating 
Agreement, identifies California’s allocation of water for use in the Truckee River 
watershed outside of the Tahoe Basin at 32,000 acre-feet annually of gross 
diversion.  Current estimates for water use for all of Martis Valley as well as 
adjoining areas to range from 22,000 to 24,000 acre-feet annually. 

Response T-7 Draft EIR pages 4.6-19 and –20 specifically notes that cumulative air quality 
impacts associated with the project includes the Mountain Counties Air Basin, 
which consists of Sierra County and the Town of Truckee.  The Northern Sierra Air 
Quality Management District has submitted correspondence regarding this 
project (Comment Letters N and S). 


